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ABSTRACT 


COMMAND  AND  CONTROL  OF  THE  DIVISION  REAR  BATTLE  by  Major 
Gregory  M.  Eckert,  USA,  51  pages. 

Vhi s  study  examines  current  US  command  and  control  doctrine 
for  the  division  rear  battle  as  presented  in  FM  90-14,  Rear 
Battle.  The  adequacy  of  current  division  rear  battle  command 
and  control  doctrine  is  analysed  within  the  context  ot  the 
Air  Land  Battlefield  in  light  of  the  historical  experiences  of 
l IF)  armored  divisions  in  World  War  II. 

The  primary  conclusion  is  that  the  principle  of  unity  of 
effort,  which  FM  90-14  suggests  is  necessary  in  conducting  the 
rear  battle,  and  which  was  a  critical  factor  in  the  successful 
conduct.  of  the  rear  battle  by  US  armored  divisions  in  World 
War  II,  is  missing  in  our  current  doctrine. 

The  attempt  by  our  current  doctrine  to  integrate  the 
division's  rear  security  effort  across  organizational  and 
functional  boundaries  is  unrealistic.  This  has  resulted  in 
the  establishment  of  confusing  and  redundant  command  and  staff 
relationships  involving,  among  others,  the  RAOC,  G3,  and  rear 
battle  officer.  The  primacy  of  command  rather  than  control 
must  be  restored  in  our  rear  battle  doctrine.  In  this  regard, 
what  is  needed  is  a  rear  brigade  equivalent  commander  along 
with  his  own  headquarters  and  staff,  analogous  to  the  armored 
division  trains  commander  of  World  War  II. 
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I.  Introduction 

Rear  area  operations  have  always  played  a  critical  role  on 

the  battlefield.  However,  it  is  only  recently  with  the 

publishing  of  the  Army's  AirLand  Battle  doctrine  that  rear 

operations  in  general  and  their  relationship  to  close  and  deep 

operations  in  particular  have  received  the  kind  of  attention 

warranted.  FM  100-5  (Draft)  notes  that  "Operations  in  the 

rear  area  contribute  to  the  unified  plan  by  preserving  the 

commander's  freedom  of  action  and  assuring  uninterrupted 

1 

support  of  the  battle." 

FM  100-5  (Draft)  views  rear  operations  as  all: 

combat,  combat  support,  and  combat  service 
support  operations  conducted  in  the  rear  area  of 
an  echelon  of  command  for  the  purpose  of 
sustaining  combat  in  forward  areas  and 
maintaining  the  freedom  of  action  of  the 
command. "  2 

One  reason  for  the  increased  attention  rear  operations  are 
receiving  is  the  Soviet  rear  area  threat.  Not  only  do  the 
Soviets  possess  extensive  conventional  and  unconventional 
forces  capable  of  disrupting  rear  operations;  but  their 
doctrine  emphasises  the  use  of  these  forces  in  both  the 
offense  and  defense  as  a  means  of  unhinging  the  enemy's 
operational  plan. 

The  threat,  along  with  the  rapid  and  fluid  nature  of 

modern  warfare,  will  cause  operations  to  assume  a  distinctly 

nonlinear  character  and  will  "blur  the  distinction  between 

front  and  rear  and  will  impose  a  requirement  for  all  around 

3 

defense  and  self-sufficiency  on  all  units."  This  clearly 

suggests  that  our  Army  must  develop  both  the  appropriate 


security  measures  and  the  necessary  command  and  control  system 
to  ensure  not  only  the  continued  support  of  close  and  deep 
operations,  but  also  to  provide  the  capability  to  integrate 
rear  operations  into  the  commander's  overall  tactical  scheme. 

FM  100-5  (Draft)  categorizes  rear  operations  into  the  four 

activities  of  command  and  control,  reserves,  long-range  fires, 

and  combat  service  support.  However,  the  security  of  these 

activities,  the  protection  of  key  facilities  and  key  locations 

such  as  bridges,  dams,  and  traffic  choke  points,  and  the 

associated  detection  systems  needed  to  monitor  the  situation 

in  the  rear  area  encompass  the  doctrinal  concept  of  the  roar 

battle  which  FM  90-14  defines  ass 

...those  actions,  including  area  damage  control, 
taken  by  all  units  (combat,  combat  support, 
combat  service  support,  and  host  nation)  singly 
or  in  a  combined  effort,  to  secure  the  force, 
neutralize  or  defeat  enemy  operations  in  the 
rear  area,  and  ensure  freedom  of  action  in  the 
deep  and  close-in  battles.  4 

This  paper's  focus  is  on  the  rear  battle  as  defined  in  FM 

90-14  and  not  on  rear  operations  in  general  as  discussed  in 

the  recent  draft  edition  of  FM  100-5.  Hence,  the  term  rear 
battle  as  used  in  this  paper  corresponds  to  the  definition 
used  in  FM  90-14. 

FM  90-14  lists  unity  of  effort  as  one  of  three  principles 

essential  in  conducting  the  rear  battle.  This  principle  is 

also  one  of  the  Air  Land  Battle  imperatives  and  is  based  on 

three  principles  of  war,  the  objective,  unity  of  command,  and 
5 

simplicity.  It  is  this  paper's  hypothesis,  however,  that 

while  our  Army’s  recently  published  doctrine  regarding  the 
conduct  of  the  rear  battle  claims  to  incorporate  unity  of 
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effort  as  one  of  its  basic  principles;  the  rear  battle  command 


and  control  doctrine  presented  in  FM  90-14  violates  this  very 
principle. 

This  paper  will  only  examine  command  and  control  of  the 
rear  battle  at  the  division  level.  Its  scope  is  further 
limited  to  an  examination  of  rear  battle  command  and  control 
in  a  US  heavy  division.  The  combat  environment  assumed  is  a 
mid  to  high  intensity  non-nuclear  war  in  Western  Europe 
against  the  Soviets  and  their  Warsaw  Pact  surrogates. 
Finally,  while  rear  battle  doctrine  also  encompasses  area 
damage  control  (ADC),  this  aspect  of  the  rear  battle  is  not 
addressed  in  this  paper. 

The  paper  is  organised  in  six  sections.  The  first  section 
is  the  introduction.  The  second  section  establishes  the 
background  of  the  problem.  This  includes  an  examination  of 
the  Ai r Land  Battle  in  Europe  and  an  identification  of  the 
current  Soviet  rear  area  threat.  The  third  section  is  a 
historical  overview  of  the  command  and  control  of  rear  area 
security  in  US  armored  divisions  during  World  War  II.  The 
fourth  section  is  a  review  of  the  recently  published  doctrine? 
in  FM  90-14  regarding  the  command  and  control  of  the 
division's  rear  battle.  The  fifth  section  analyzes  the 
adequacy  of  our  roar  battle  command  and  control  doctrine  in 
light  of  the  historical  experiences  of  US  armored  divisions  in 
World  War  II,  the  Soviet  threat,  and  the  AirLand  Battlefield. 
The  sixth  section  contains  conclusions. 


While  t h i s 


paper  arguably  may  contain  many  implicit 


assumptions,  there  is  one  significantly  explicit  assumption. 
Namely,  though  the  technical  aspects  of  rear  area  operations 
have  increased  signif icantly  in  complexity,  there  are  certain 
basic  precepts  regarding  the  integration  of  rear  operations 
into  the  overall  battle  in  general  and  the  command  and  control 
of  security  operations  in  the  rear  area  in  particular  which 
hold  as  true  in  today's  heavy  division  as  they  did  for  a  US 
armored  division  during  World  War  II. 

1 1 .  The  Background 

The  future  division  battlefield  in  Central  Europe  will  be 
characterized  by  highly  intense  and  fluid  operations  extending 
over  broad  areas  of  territory  both  laterally  and  in  depth. 
This  rapid  movement,  made  possible  through  the  use  of  highly 
lethal  mechanised  ground  forces  and  air  forces,  will  result  in 
the  intermingling  of  opposing  forces  to  such  a  degree  that  the 
classic  distinction  between  the  main  battle  area  and  the  rear 
area  will  be  confused  at  best  and  arguably  lost  altogether, 
particularly  at  division  level  and  below.  Considering  that 
the  division  rear  contains  the  majority  of  the  division's 
combat  support  and  combat  service  support  and  noting  that  this 
same  area  contains  few  combat  troops,  the  Soviet  rear  area 
threat  assumes  even  greater  significance. 

The  Soviets  believe  that  any  war  fought,  in  Europe  must  be 
brought  to  a  rapid  conclusion  before  either  substantial  US 
reinforcements  arrive  or  the  war  escalates  to  a  nuclear 
confrontation.  As  a  result,  the  Soviets  have  continually 
advocated  that  operations  must  develop  and  maintain  a  reipid 


tempo.  An  effective  way  of  ensuring  that  operations  maintain 

this  rapid  tempo  is  by  attacking  the  enemy  throughout  his 

tactical  and  operational  depths  to  disrupt  his  forward  support 

and  his  defenses.  Not  only  have  the  Soviets  created  a  force 

structure  with  significant  capabilities  to  conduct  operations 

against  the  enemy's  rear,  but  they  have  also  developed  an 

effective  doctrine  for  its  integration  into  their  overall 
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tactical  and  operational  scheme. 

Some  of  the  most  likely  targets  the  Soviets  might  attack 
in  the  division  rear  include  nuclear  and  chemical  delivery 
means,  command  and  control  systems,  logistics  facilities, 
transportation  networks,  and  critical  terrain  in  the  rear  area 
such  as  river  crossing  sites  or  defiles.  In  addition  to  the 
significant  amount  of  air,  artillery,  and  EW  assets  which  can 
be  employed  against  these  targets,  the  Soviets  have  a  large 
conventional  ground  force  capability  which  can  be  used  in  the 
enemy's  rear. 

This  capability  begins  at  the  regimental  level  and  extends 
all  the  way  to  army  and  front.  The  most  basic  ground  forces 
the  Soviets  could  employ  in  our  rear  are  their  organic 
reconnaissance  units.  These  include  the  reconnaissance 
company  at  regimental  level  and  the  r econnai ssance  battalion 
in  each  motorized  and  tank  division.  These  would  be  employed 
m  our  divisional  rear  area  primarily  in  a  reconnaissance 
role,  but.  could  conduct  combat  operations  against  targets 
whose  destruction  the  Soviets  believed  was  critical  to  the 
success  of  their  operations. 


The  Soviets  also  possess  and  plan  to  use  various  heliborne 
forces  in  the  enemy's  rear  in  conjunction  with  normal 
operations.  Each  Soviet  tank  and  combined  arms  army  has  an 
organic  air  assault  battalion;  and  each  front  has  an  air 
assault  brigade.  Motorized  rifle  battalions  from  the 
division,  when  provided  with  additional  lift  assets  from 
higher  headquarters,  can  also  perform  air  assault  operations 
in  the  enemy's  rear  area. 

The  Soviets  also  maintain  large,  well  trained  airborne 
forces  which  could  be  employed  at  the  front  or  TVD  level. 
Although  these  forces  would  normally  be  used  to  seize  deep 
operational  level  objectives,  battalion  or  regimental  size 
operations  could  be  conducted  in  a  division's  rear  as  well. 

In  addition  to  the  forces  discussed  above,  we  can  expect 
the  Soviets  to  employ  sizeable  ground  manuever  forces  in  our 
rear  in  support  of  their  main  effort.  One  of  these  is  the 
forward  detachment.  This  unit  is  normally  formed  around  a 
battalion  or  regiment  and  is  given  the  mission  of  quickly 
penetrating  into  the  depths  of  the  enemy's  defenses  to  disrupt 
his  defensive  structure,  open  avenues  of  approach  for  the  main 
attack,  or  link  up  with  other  units  inserted  earlier  such  as 
heliborne  forces.  Another  ground  force  threat.  to  the* 
divisional  rear  area  is  the  operational  manuever  group  (DMG). 
This  is  a  semi -i ndependent  force  designed  to  conduct 
operations  deep  in  the  enemy's  rear  to  seize  operational  level 
objectives.  This  force  is  normally  formed  around  a  reinforced 
tank  division  at  army  level  and  a  mul ti -di vision  corps  or  army 
at  front,  level.  Again,  while  an  DMG '  s  ultimate  objective 
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would  probably  lie  well  to  the  rear  of  a  division's  rear 
boundary,  Soviet  doctrine  states  that  this  -force  may  also  be 
used  to  disrupt  enemy  rear  operations  enroute  to  its  final 
object i ve. 

The  Soviets  have  available  and  plan  to  employ  large 
numbers  of  unconventional  warfare  forces  as  well.  These  range 
from  agents  who  have  been  in  place  for  years,  to  specially 
trained  units  (Spetsnaz)  who  are  inserted  into  the  rear 
shortly  before  or  after  hostilities  begin.  These  units  are 
specially  trained  in  sabotage  and  reconnai ssance.  It  is 
expected  that  a  combined  arms  or  tank  army  would  have  a 
Spetsnaz  company  attached  to  it  and  a  front  would  have  an 
independent  Spetsnaz  brigade.  Although  these  forces  would 
typically  be  assigned  operational  level  objectives,  some  of 
them  could  also  be  assigned  certain  key  objectives  in  a 
d i vision's  rear  area. 

While  the  emphasis  up  to  this  point  has  been  on  Soviet 

operations  iri  the  division  rear  in  the  offense,  it  can  be 

expected  that  the  Soviets  will  attempt  to  conduct  operations 

against  key  targets  in  the  enemy's  rear  while  on  the  defense 

as  well.  In  World  War  II,  there  were  recorded  instances  of 

regimental  and  divisional  sized  elements  continuing  to  disrupt 

German  rear  area  operations  for  weeks  on  end.  Frequently, 

their  elimination  required  the  commitment  of  significant  front 

7 

line  combat  units. 

This  same  philosophy  continues  today  with  current  Soviet 
doctrine.  As  an  example,  Novikov  describes  some  of  the  targets 


PS 
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and  objectives  of  bypassed  units  below: 

Bypassed  units  may  therefore  be  given  other 
missions,  such  as  reconnaissance  and  sabotage, 
including  surprise  attacks  on  individual  enemy 
columns,  launching  sites  and  firing  positions, 
and  may  inflict  heavy  lasses  by  harassing  enemy 
open  flanks  and  dislocate  the  enemy's  control 
system  by  raiding  his  command  posts.  0 

It  is  within  the  environment  described  above  that  the 
division  rear  battle  will  be  conducted.  However,  prior  to 
discussing  our  current  rear  battle  doctrine,  a  brief 
examination  of  security  in  the  division  rear  area  during  World 
War  II  will  be  presented  as  a  means  of  establishing  a 
historical  frame  of  reference. 

III.  Historical,  Overview 

This  section  of  the  paper  is  intended  to  provide  insights 
regarding  the  adequacy  of  current  rear  battle  command  and 
control  doctrine  in  light  of  the  experiences  of  the  LIS  armored 
division  during  World  War  II.  The  6th  Armored  Division  in  the 
exploitation  and  the  7th  Armored  Division  in  the  defense  in 
World  War  II  were  chosen  for  several  reasons.  First,  the  US 
armored  division  in  World  War  II  is  comparable  to  today's 
heavy  division  in  organization  and  missions.  Second,  an 
examination  of  the  6th  and  7th  Armored  Divisions  also  provides 
a  means  of  investigating  the  successful  conduct  of  the  rear 
battle  in  both  the  offense  and  the  defense.  Third,  the  fluid 
and  nonlinear  nature  of  the  battlefield  upon  which  these  two 
units  fought  compares  favorably  in  both  scope  and  complexity 
to  the  type  of  warfare  US  mechanized  and  armor  divisions  arc* 
expected  to  encounter  in  a  future  European  war. 


The  6th  and  7th  Armored  Divisions  were 


organised  around 


a  division  headquarters,  two  combat  command  headquarters ,  a 
reserve-  command  headquarters,  a  division  artillery 
headquarters ,  and  a  division  trains  headquarters.  Major  combat 
elements  in  the  division  were  three  tank  battalions,  three 
armored  infantry  battalions,  three  field  artillery  battalions, 
a  reconnaissance  squadron,  an  engineer  battalion,  a  signal 
company,  and  an  MP  platoon.  The  division  was  normally 
reinforced  with  additional  artillery  battalions,  an  anti¬ 
aircraft  battalion,  and  a  tank  destroyer  battalion.  These 
elements  were  task  organised  around  the  headquarters  listed 
above.  The  division  typically  fought  with  the  two  combat 
commands  acting  as  brigade  size  task  forces.  The  reserve 
command  was  used  either  as  a  headquarters  for  rotating  units 

into  and  out  of  the  combat  commands  or  as  a  third  task.  force 

9 

c.  on  t:  r  o  1  headquarters. 

The  division  combat  service  support  elements  consisted  of 
a  maintenance  battalion,  a  medical  battalion,  and  the  division 
band.  Two  quartermaster  truck  companies  and  a  quartermaster- 
gas  company  were  normally  attached  to  the  division  as  well. 
These  units,  along  with  the  other  logistical  elements  in  the 
division,  were  organized  into  flexible  groupings  which 
corresponded  to  the  main  echelons  of  command.  These  groupings 
were  the  combat,  field,  and  division  trains  and  were  very 
similar  to  today's  present  trains  structure.  The  division 

trains,  under  the  command  and  control  of  the  li vision  trains 
commander,  consisted  of  the  remaining  supply,  evacuation, 
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transportation,  service,  and  admi ni strati ve  elements  of  the 
division  not  assigned  or  attached  to  the  combat  or  reserve 
commands  and  not  retained  under  direct  control  of  the  division 
commander.  These  normally  included  the  division  headquarters 

rear  echelon,  the  MP  platoon,  air  defense  units,  and 
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occasi onal 1 y ,  some  combat  and  combat  support  units. 

The  1951  edition  of  FM  17-50  described  the  division  trains 
commander  as  follows: 

The  division  trains  commander  is  a  tactical 
commander.  He  commands  all  assigned  and 
attached  units  of  division  trains  and  is 
directly  responsible  to  the  division  commander 
for  all  activities  taking  place  within  the 
division  trains,  except  for  those  operations 
which  are  staff  responsibilities  of  the  division 
general  and  special  staff  officers.  11 

His  duties  included  the  following: 

a.  Tactical  command  and  control  of  organic  and 
attached  division  trains  units. 

b.  Organisation  of  division  trains  for  movement  in 
bivouac  areas. 

c.  Movement  of  the  trains,  consistent  with  the 
division  tactical  plan,  to  include  route  and  bivouac  selection 
and  reconnai ssance  (in  coordination  with  the  (33  and  (34). 

d.  Protection  and  security  of  the  division  trains. 

e.  Preparation  of  tactical  plans  for  the  movement, 

12 

control,  and  protection  of  the  division  trains. 

The  trains  commander  was  also  provided  with  his  own 
organic  headquarters  and  headquarters  company  whose  mission 


...to  provide  the  tactical  control  of  the 
division  trains.  attached  units.  and  such  unit 


was 


trains  as  may  be  under  division  control ,  and  to 
provide  administrative,  mess,  and  service 
support  for  the  rear  echelon  of  division 
headquarters  and  the  division  band.  13 

The  division  trains  commander  worked  closely  with  the 

division's  primary  logistics  operator,  the  G4,  who  was 

responsible  for  planning,  supervising  and  coordinating  the 

division's  logistical  operations.  The  G4's  duties  were 

primarily  in  the  areas  of  supply,  evacuation  and 

hospitalization,  transportation,  service,  and  logistics 

administration.  In  addition,  he  also  recommended  the 

locations  of  the  division  rear  boundary,  the  rear  echelon 
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headquarters,  and  the  service  areas. 

While  it  may  appear  that  there  was  a  large  potential  for 
conflict  between  the  trains  commander  and  the  64,  as  then  L..TC 
Creighton  Abrams  noted: 

The  functions  and  responsibilities  of  the 
division  trains  commander  in  no  way  restrict  the 
normal  staff  relationship  between  G-4  and  the 
technical  staff,  some  of  whom  are  also 
commanders  of  technical  service  units.  15 

Regarding  movement  control,  the  G4  normally  gave  the 
movement  orders  for  the  division  trains  including  when,  where, 
and  type  ( i nf i 1 trat i on  or  normal  column)  through  the  trains 
liaison  officer  in  the  forward  echelon  to  the  division  trains 
commander.  The  trains  commander  exercised  movement  control 
through  the  commanders  of  organic  and  attached  units  and 
liaison  officers  using  oral  or  fragmentary  movement  orders 
which  included  route(s),  order  of  march,  method  of  control, 
and  security  elements.  The  division  trains  ccj  nmand  radio  net 
was  used  to  control  the  movement  which  was  made, 


consistent 


with  security  requirements,  by  echelons  or  bounds.  The 

division  trains  reconnai ssance  element  augmented  the  advance 
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parties  Tor  route  and  bivouac  reconnaissance. 

The  security  measures  adopted  in  the  armored  division  were 
consistent  with  the  general  principles  set  Torth  in  the  1944 
version  of  FM  100-5: 

Each  commander  is  responsible  Tor  the  security 
oT  his  command.  This  includes  the  protection  oT 
his  lines  oT  communication  unless  such 
protection  is  Turnished  by  the  higher  commander. 

The  superior  commander  prescribes  security 
measures  Tor  the  protection  oT  the  command  as  a 
whole  or  coordinates  those  adopted  by 
subordinate  commanders.  He  insures  that 
measures  adopted  are  appropriate  to  the  hostile 
threat.  Subordinate  commanders  provide 

additional  security  required  Tor  their  own  local 
protection.  When  contact  is  imminent,  security 
measures  are  increased.  17 

Security  procedures  adopted  in  the  division  rear  area  in 
general  and  the  trains  in  particular  were  consistent  with 
this  concept.  While  the  trains  commander  was  responsible  Tor 
overall  security  on  the  march  and  in  bivouac,  subordinate 
elements  were  responsible  Tor  local  security  using  organic 
individual  arms,  machine  guns,  and  anti-tank  rocket  launchers 
against  isolated  enemy  groups  or  patrols.  When  a  stronger 
enemy  was  encountered,  attached  combat,  troops  were  used  or 
additional  help  was  requested  Trom  the  division. 

One  Tinal  aspect  oT  World  War  II  armored  division  rear 

operations  needs  to  be  discussed,  the  division  supply  control 

point  (DSCP).  FM  17-50  described  the  DSCP  as: 

...a  control  activity  and  installation,  located 
on  the  division  main  supply  road  in  the  vicinity 
oT  the  division  mobile  supply  points.  Its 
mission  is  to  regulate  and  expedite  logistical 
support  oT  the  combat  elements,  particularly 
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resupply  during  combat. 

The  DSCP  was  normally  located  5-10  miles  behind  the 

forward  combat  elements,  but  forward  of  the  division  trains. 

It  was  operated  by  an  officer  designated  by  the  G4  and  was 

positioned  close  to  the  class  I,  III,  and  V  supply  points, 

normally  along  the  MSR.  Convoys  returning  from  the  division's 

front  would  report  back  to  the  DSCF1  for  directions  to  the 

appropriate  logistics  i nstal 1 ati on.  In  certain  situations, 

security  considerations  dictated  that  it  and  the  division 

supply  points  co-locate  with  the  division  trains.  Since  the 

light  armored  division  TO&E  did  not  provide  for  this 

organization,  the  DSCP  was  normally  supplemented  (parti cul ar 1 y 

for  security)  with  personnel  from  the  division  band,  ammo 

19 

control  section,  and  division  trains  headquarters. 

Having  established  a  doctrinal  basis  for  armored  division 
rear  operations  in  general  and  rear  area  security  in 
particular,  attention  will  now  turn  to  how  command  and  control 
of  the  rear  battle  occurred  in  practice  in  the  6th  and  7t:h 
Armored  Divisions. 

In  late  July  1944,  Operation  Cobra  had  succeeded  in 
penetrating  the  Berman  lines  in  the  vicinity  of  ST.  Lo, 
France.  When  it  was  discovered  that  the  enemy  was  rapidly 
withdrawing,  the  3d  Army  (which  had  just  been  activated  on  31 
July)  issued  orders  for  the  VIII  Corps  to  exploit  with  the  4th 
Armored  Division  driving  south  to  Lorient  to  seal  off  the 
Brittany  Penninsula  and  the  6th  Armored  Division  driving  west 
across  the  penninsula  to  seize  the  key  port  facilities  at 
Brest  (see  Appendix  A). 
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The  6th  Armored  Division  raced  across  the  Brittany 
Penninsula  in  a  little  more  than  a  week  with  Combat  Command  B 
in  the  north  and  Combat  Command  A  in  the  south  along  parallel 
routes  while  the  reserve  combat  command  followed  the  combat 
command  making  the  best  progress..  As  the  division  continued 
its  exploitation  to  the  west,  numerous  enemy  forces  from  500 
to  4000  strong  were  bypassed.  Additionally,  the  division 
trains  found  themselves  i ncreasi ngl y  isolated  from  the 

division's  combat  units  70  miles  to  the  front  and  its  parent 
army's  supply  points  200  miles  to  the  rear  . 

In  addition  to  the  normal  trains  elements,  two 

quartermaster  truck  companies,  a  quartermaster  gas  company, 

elements  of  a  bridge  company ,  two  AAA  batteries,  the 

divisional  MP  platoon,  the  rear  echelon  CP,  and  the  division 

band  had  initially  been  attached  to  the  division  trains. 

However,  the  increasing  threat  to  the  division's  rear  resulted 

in  the  further  attachment  of  a  tank  company,  an  armored 

infantry  company,  and  a  tank  destroyer  platoon  to  the 
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trai ns. 

Trains  elements  were  subjected  to  harassing  attacks  which 
increased  in  intensity  and  severity  from  both  the  air  and  from 
bypassed  enemy  ground  units.  In  one  particular  instance,  the 
division's  forward  gas  supply  point  was  attacked  by  150  German 
paratroopers.  The  supply  point,  which  was  guarded  by  the 

division  hand  and  a  section  of  light  tanks,  drove  off  the 

enemy  with  moderate  casualties  and  a  loss  of  5000  gallons  of 
fuel.  As  another  indication  of  the  amount  of  enemy  activity 


in  the?  division's  rear,  the  trains  alone  captured  over  100fJ 
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F'CJWs  during  this  period. 

Movement  control  and  security  operations  tor  the 

approximately  700  vehicles  in  the  division  trains  <>i  «. 

generally  accomplished  along  the  doctrinal  lines  described 

earlier  in  this  section.  General  movement  times  and  locations 

for  the  trains  were  recommended  by  the  G4  while  the  overall 

command  and  control  of  all  the  trains  elements  was 

accomplished  by  the  division  trains  commander.  The  MP  platoon 

was  severely  taxed  to  provide  traffic  control  given  the  large 

number  of  POWs.  As  a  result,  it  was  frequently  augmented  with 

various  personnel  from  the  trains  who  assisted  in  traffic 
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control  and  also  conducted  route  and  bivouac  reconnai ssance. 

The  DSCP  was  used  extensively.  The  division  trains 
headquarters  and  headquarters  company  commander  exercised 
overall  command  of  the  DSCP.  Security  was  generally  provided 
by  trains  personnel  supplemented  by  some  of  the  attached 
combat  elements.  Technical  support  was  provided  by  the 
division's  quartermaster  section,  the  division  ammo  officer, 
arid  elements  of  the  attached  quartermaster  truck  company.  The 
DSCP  performed  several  critical  functions.  First,  it  provided 
a  means  of  traffic  control  and  regulation  in  the  division  rear 
area.  Second,  it  served  as  a  focal  point  for  organizing 
convoys  (to  include  security  provisions)  going  forward  and  to 
the  rear.  Third,  it  was  a  key  center  for  gathering  and 

disseminating  intelligence  regarding  enemy  activity  in  the 
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rear  area. 

A  fitting  testimony  to  the  effectiveness  of  the  division 
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trains  operations  was  given  by  the  commander  of  one  of  the 

German  divisions  opposing  the  6th  Armored  Division. 

I  cannot  understand  these  Americans.  Each 
night  we  know  that  we  have  cut  them  to  pieces, 
inflicted  heavy  casualties,  and  mowed  down  their 
transport.  We  know  in  some  cases  we  have  almost 
decimated  entire  transport  columns.  But  in  the 
morning  we  are  faced  with  troops  well  supplied 
with  transport,  food,  tools,  and  weapons...  LTC 
Elmer  H.  Droste,  moving  the  trains  forward  day 
and  night,  under  conditions  that  presented 
untold  difficulties,  accomplished  the  mission  of 
the  division  trains  in  an  outstanding  manner.  24 

In  contrast  to  the  6th  Armored  Division,  the  7th  Armored 
Division  found  itself  in  a  very  different  set  of  circumstances 
in  mid  December  1944.  The  7th  Armored  Division,  as  part  of 

the  1st  Army,  played  a  key  role  in  the  defense  of  the 

Ardennes,  better  known  as  the  Battle  of  the  Bulge.  For  a  six 
day  period,  against  superior  enemy  forces,  the  7th  Armored 

Division  checked  and  held  the  center  of  the  German 

counteroffensive  by  denying  the  Germans  the  critical 
communications  network  of  ST.  Vith. 

During  the  period  of  17  and  18  December ,  the  7th  Armored 

Division  along  with  the  112th  Regimental  Combat  Team  (28th 

ID),  Combat  Command  B  of  the  9th  Armored  Division,  various 

remnants  from  the  106th  Infantry  Division,  and  other  combat 

units  were  able  to  establish  a  horseshoe  defense  centered 

around  the  key  road  network  center  at  ST.  Vith.  The  division 

trains  occupied  an  area  in  the  vicinity  of  La  Roche  and 

established  a  forward  supply  point  in  the  vicinity  of  Samree. 

This  supply  point  was  approx  i  matel  y  3  miles  east  of  La  Roc  tie 
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and  10  miles  southwest  of  Vi  el  sal m  (see  Appendix  B) . 
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While  the  -forward  combat  units  were  able  to  establish 

somewhat  coherent  defense,  the  same  was  not  true  in  the 

division's  rear  area.  As  LTC  Er 1 enbusch  noted: 

As  a  result  of  these  (enemy)  forces  'slipping 
by'  on  the  flanks,  our  division  rear  arcta  was  a 
mixture  of  friendly  and  enemy  troops.  Some 
Corps  and  Army  ASPs  were  in  our  hands;  some  were 
in  the  hands  of  the  enemy;  some  changed  hands 
frequently;  while  other  supply  points  were 
destroyed  or  evacuated  by  retiring  friendly 
troops.  26 

The  confusing  situation  in  the  division's  rear  compounded 
the  division  trains  commander's  problems  since  he  had  to 
execute  several  mission. 

Col  Adams  (the  trains  commander)  knew  the 
positions  of  the  forward  elements  and  well 
understood  that  he  would  not  only  have  to  move 
supplies,  but  would  have  to  defend  himself  and 
protect  the  Division  rear  as  well.  27 

To  further  complicate  matters,  the  division  trains 

commander  was  given  no  additional  combat  troops.  In  order  to 

accomplish  his  mission,  the  trains  commander  established 

twelve  roadblocks  in  and  around  the  La  Roche/Samree  area. 

Manning  these  roadblocks  were  trains  personnel,  personnel  from 

the  440th  AAA  Service  Battery,  D  Battery  of  the  203d  AAA,  and 

miscellaneous  corps  troops  (including  corps  engineers 

operating  a  saw  mill  in  the  area).  Tanks  and  other  combat 

vehicles  coming  out  of  maintenance  supplemented  these  units 
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and  provided  limited  convoy  security. 

The  division  rear  area  was  subjected  to  constant  harassing 
attacks  culminating  on  20  December  when  a  German  infantry 
battalion  supported  with  artillery  attacked  the  forward  supply 
point  at  Samree.  Appro:; i  mat.el  y  50  ser  vice  personnel 


successf ul 1 y  defended  the  supply  point  during  the  morning. 
However,  even  though  help  arrived  later  in  the  day  in  the  form 
of  a  task  force  from  the  Armored  Division,  the  Germans 
eventually  forced  the  trains  personnel  to  evacuate  the  town. 

As  noted  in  an  account  of  this  actions 

Throughout  the  attack  on  the  division  supply 
poi  nts.  .  .  suppl  i.  es  of  rations  and  gasoline  were 
issued  to  the  unit  trains  of  various  battalions 
of  the  7th  Armored  Division  as  well  as  to  the 
112th  Infantry  RCT<28th  Divland  elements  of  the 
106th  Division.  While  one  end  of  the  dump  was 
on  fire  and  under  attack,  issues  took  place  from 
the  other  end... Known  casualties  to  service 
personnel  during  the  attack  were  17  killed,  12 
wounded  and  4  captured.  29 

Although  the  Germans  did  capture  a  sireable  amount  of  fuel 
and  rations,  the  actions  of  Col  Adam's  divisions  trains 
prevented  the  Germans  from  quickly  exploiting  the  situation. 
This  allowed  the  recently  arrived  B4th  Infantry  Division  and 
the  3d  Armored  Division  to  establish  a  shoulder  against 
further  penetration. 

Due  to  increased  enemy  pressure,  the  trains  were  forced  to 

move  12  miles  farther  to  the  west  behind  the  B4th  Infantry 

Division.  However,  the  trains  continued  to  support  the 

forward  units  in  a  timely  and  effective  manner.  In 

particular,  on  the  22d  of  December,  a  90  vehicle  convoy, 

protected  only  by  combat  vehicles  returning  to  their  parent 

units,  carried  desperately  needed  rations,  fuel,  and 

ammunition  through  a  very  narrow  corridor  to  the  almost 

encircled  forward  elements.  This  was  significant  in  enabling 

these  elements  to  execute  a  largely  successful  withdrawl  out 
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of  the  ST.  Vith  area  on  the  23d  of  December. 


The  6th  and  7th  Armored  Divisions  were  confronted  with  the 
formidable  task  of  conducting  sizeable  rear  area  opera!  i  oris 
( albeit  perhaps  not  as  sophisticated  as  they  are  today)  while 
fared  with  a  significant  rear  area  threat.  Their  success  in 
performing  this  task  can,  in  large  part ,  be  attributed  to  a 
simple  but  effective  rear  area  security  command  and  control 
system  based  around  the  trains  commander  and  his  headquarters . 
Both  the  role  of  the  trains  commander  and  the  concept  of 
wjcur  ity  in  the  division  rear  area  have  evolved  considerably 
since  then. 

During  the  1950s,  the  role  of  the  trains  commander  changed 

as  the  need  for  a  central i zed  division  logistics  comand  (a 

forerunner  of  today’s  D1BC0M)  was  identified.  Yet,  even  into 

the  late  1950s,  the  division  logistics  commander  (who  replaced 

the  trains  commander)  was  still  used  as  both  the  division's 

rear  area  tactical  commander  and  its  admini strati ve  and 

logistics  commander.  The  role  of  the  division  logistics 

commander  continued  to  evolve  during  the  1960s.  Based  on  the 

increase  in  both  the  scope  and  complexity  of  division 

logistics  operations,  the  division  support  commander 

(replacing  the  title  of  division  logistics  commander )  lost  his 

tactical  role  and  became  exclusively,  the  division's  primary 

logistics  operator.  While  he  was  still  held  responsible  for 

the  security  of  the  division  support.  command  and  its 

associated  support  area,  he  was  no  longer  held  responsible  for 

3 1 

the  security  of  other  units  located  in  the  division  rear. 

Doctrine  regarding  division  rear  area  security  also 
evolved  during  this  period.  The  G3  was  given  overal 1  staff 
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responsibility  for  the  division's  rear  area  security 
operations  and  was  responsible  for  coordinating  areas  of 
responsibility  with  the  major  subordinate  commands  located  in 
the  rear.  Each  commander  continued  to  be  held  responsible  for 
his  own  unit's  security.  There  was  no  attempt  to  formally 
integrate  the  entire  division's  rear  area  security  through  the 
introduction  of  an  additional  rear  area  chain  of  command. 
Provisions  were  made,  however,  for  assigning  separate  security 
tasks  or  full  responsibility  for  the  division  rear  area  to 
particular  combat  units  based  on  the  tactical  situation. 
Finally,  perhaps  realizing  that  the  tactical  distinction 
between  front  and  rear  was  becoming  obscurred,  the  1968 
version  of  FM  61-100  The  Division  noted  "Enemy  operations  and 
threats  that  endanger  successful  accomplishment,  of  the  mission 
of  the  command  become  operational  matters  and  are  beyond  the 

TO 

scope  of  rear  area  security  operations.”  This  continued  to 
be  our  rear  area  security  doctrine  until  the  early  1980s. 

IV.  Current  U^S._  Doctrine 

As  noted  in  FM  90-14,  "The  primary  operational  purpose  for 
waging  the  rear  battle  is  to  retain  freedom  of  action  to 
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conduct  the  close  and  deep  battles. 

FM  90-14  specifies  the  following  as  objectives  of  the  rear 
battle: 

a.  Secure  rear  areas  and  facilities. 

b.  Prevent  or  minimize  enemy  interference  with  command, 
control,  and  communications. 


c.  Prevent  or  minimize  disruption  of  combat  support 
and  combat  service  support  forward. 

d.  Provide  unimpeded  movement  of  friendly  units 
throughout  the  rear  area. 

e.  Find,  fix,  and  destroy  enemy  incursions  in  the  rear 

area . 

f.  Provide  area  damage  control  (ADC)  after  an  attack 

34 

or  incident. 

FM  90-14  further  specifies  that  these  objectives  will  be 
met  by  applying  three  principles:  1>  economy  of  force-which 

emphasizes  that  combat  support  and  combat  service  support 
units  must  be  prepared  to  defend  themselves;  2) 

r esponsi veness-whi ch  involves  immediate  reaction  and  rapid 
deployment  of  adequate  combat  power  and  ADC  support;  and  3) 

unity  of  effort—which  is  intended  to  ensure  the  protection  of 
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the  rear  area  and  uninterrupted  support  of  the  main  effort. 

Wh  ile  F'M  90—14  emphasizes  that  the  division  commander  has 
overall  responsibility  for  the  division's  rear  battle,  it  also 
specifies  that  the  commander  will  appoint  a  rear  battle 
officer  as  his  representati ve ,  based  on  the  factors  of  METT-T, 
to  control  the  rear  battle.  His  duties  will  include: 

a.  Ensuring  that  geographical  areas  of  responsi bi 1 i y 
are  clearly  defined  in  the  rear  area. 

b.  Ensuring  coordination  between  the  G2,  G3,  and  the 

rear  area  operations  center  (RAOC) . 

c.  Using  the  RAOC  to  plan,  coordinate,  train,  and 
direct  the  rear  battle. 

d.  Coordinating  with  the  G5  and  civil  affairs  to 


integrate  host  nation  support. 


e.  Being  provided  with  adequate  and  reliable 

communication  equipment  to  facilitate  command  and  control  of 
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the  rear  battle. 

The  division  rear  area  operations  center  (RAOC)  is 

intended  to  act  as  the  focal  point  for  all  rear  battle 

operations  under  the  control  of  the  rear  battle  officer.  As 

the  division's  tactical  center  in  the  rear,  it  also  receives 

taskings  from  and  provides  support  to  the  G3.  In  fact,  the 

RAOC  is  an  extension  of  the  division's  main  command  post  which 

is  located  in  the  rear  area.  Thus,  it.  must  coordinate 

directly  with  the  G3  who  has  staff  responsibility  for 

planning,  monitoring,  and  directing  the  division's  rear 

battle.  However,  it  is  also  tasked  to  support  the  rear  battle 

officer  who,  as  the  division  commander's  representative,  is 

also  tasked  with  the  resportsi  bi  1  i  ty  of  controlling  the  rear 
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battle. 


The  security  plans  arid  operations  section  (SPO)  in  the 
DISCQM  is  the  RAOC ' s  technical  counterpart.  As  FM  90-14 
notes: 

...the  SP0/50TI  is  responsible  for  controlling 
and  admi ni ster i ng  the  technical  chain  of  command 
to  support  the  forward  battle.  The  RAOC  is  the 
tactical  center  for  coordinating  the  rear  battle 
with  the  same  CS  and  CSS  units.  38 


While  current  doctrine  states  that  each  unit  in  the  rear 
is  responsible  for  its  own  security,  rear  battle  operations 
attempt  to  expand  this  basic  principle  through  the  development 
of  a  mutual  support  system  using  bases  and  base  clusters.  A 


raw 


sew 


base  is  "A  unit  or  multiunit  position  that  has 


a  definite 

perimeter."  A  base  cluster  is  "Combat,  combat.  support,  and 

combat  service  support  units  in  the  rear  area. . .employed  based 

on  mission  requirements.  ..  and  grouped  together  f  ■  *i 
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protection."  It  should  be  noted  that  bases  and  bav.e 

clusters  (and  their  associated  units)  are?  part  of  both  the 

tactical  and  technical,  chains  of  command.  It  is  expected  that 
these  bases  and  base  (..lusters  will  continue  to  operate  within 
the  technical  chain  of  command  until  they  are  forced  to 

re  pond  to  a  threat .  At.  this  point,  the  bases  and  base 

'lusters  will,  through  the  RAOC,  turn  to  the  tactical  chain  of 
command . 

The  MRs  and  engineers  are  also  viewed  as  major  players  in 
the  rear  battle.  MPs  are  intended  to  provide  a  combat  link  in 
the  rear  battle  by  providing  the  commander  with  a  readily 
available  quick  reaction  force  as  the  initial  response  to  a 
rear  area  threat.  And  the  engineers  are  positioned  throughout 
the  battlefield  and  will  assist  the  RAOC,  consistent  with 

their  mission  priorities  and  avai labi 1 i ty ,  in  conducting  the 
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rear  battle  and  particularly  area  damage  control. 

In  those  instances  when  the  threat  exceeds  Hie  capability 

of  the  base  and  base  cluster  defenses  and  the  MF-  ,  a  tactical 

combat  force  (TCF)  may  be  used.  A  TCF  is  a  combined  arms 

organization  which  is  given  the  mission  by  the  commander  of 

defeating  a  particular  rear  battle  threat.  "This  may  be  a  unit 

assigned  a  RAOC  mission  from  the  close-in  battle  or  assigned 
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to  the  rear  battle." 

Appendix  C  contains  diagrams  summarizing  the  tactical  and 


technical  chains  of  command  in  the  division  rear.  I  he 

combined  tactical  and  technical  chain  of  command  in  the 

division  rear  area  is  shown  in  Appendix  D.  There  is  another 

key  asset,  not  shown  in  these  diagrams,  which  is  intended  to 

play  a  critical  role  in  the  rear  battle.  This  is  the  base 

defense  1 i ason  teams  (BDLTs) .  These  are  assigned  to  RAOCs 

based  on  the  geographical  area  and  number  of  support  units. 

"The  teams  fulfill  many  missions,  to  include  coordinating  base 

defense  and  conducting  liaison  as  directed  and  required  by  the 
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RAOC.  " 

Having  identified  some  of  the  key  players  in  the  command 
and  control  of  the  division's  rear  battle,  attention  will  turn 
to  an  i dent i f i cat i on  of  how  current  doctrine  proposes  that  the 
division's  rear  battle  should  be  conducted. 

FM  90-14  emphasises  that  terrain  management,  which 
involves  positioning  and  movement  of  units  and  facilities  in 
the  rear  area,  is  a  key  responsibility  of  the  RAOC  (and 
apparently,  by  implication,  of  the  rear  battle  officer).  The 
RAOC  is  expected  to  exercise  rear  area  terrain  management 
through  the  following  procedures.  Actual  positioning  of  units 
in  the  rear  area  will  involve  many  players  in  the  division.  It 
is  expected  that  the  RAOC  will,  in  conjunction  with  the  63, 
assist  in  positioning  units  in  the  rear  areas.  This  of  course 
will  also  have  to  be  coordinated  with  the  64  as  well  as  the 
DI3C0M  commander  and  other  combat  support  and  combat  service 
support  units  operating  in  the  rear  area.  Current  doctrine 
also  notes  that  the  RAOC  may  recommend  to  the  G3  the 
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positioning  of  combat.  units  and  reserves  in  t  lie  r  ,  r 
improve  the  security  o-f  key  -facilities  and  locations  si  • 
bridges  and  airfields. 

Base  and  base  cluster  command.  r<=  will  notit  y  'he.  K"f 
proposed  moves  and  defensive  responsibilities  r.  ±  .1  be  ad  i  ist<- 
accordi ngl y .  The  moving  units  will  normally  be  assisted  by 
the  BDLTs  which  will  assist,  in  m<  .ement  control  and  brief  tin- 
moving  units  on  enemy  intelligence.  FM  90-14  points  out  that 
while  the  moving  units  are  responsible  for  their  own  security, 
t hey  may  be  augmented  with  additional  security  assets  based  on 
the  enemy  threat  and  the  criticality  of  the  mission.  Units 
passing  through  the  division's  rear  area  will  be  held 
accountable  for  their  own  defense.  It  is  expected  that.  the' 
appropriate  echelon  will  notify  the  RADC  when  its  units  are 
passing  through.  The  RAQC  will  provide  current  intelligence 
and  coordinate  with  the  unit  for  possible  inclusion  in  a  base 
or  base  cluster.  The  actual  movement  control  will  be 


coordinated  by  the  division’s  movement  control  center  (MCC) 
supported  by  the  MPs.  If  the  unit  is  a  potential  TCF ,  it  may 
be  used  in  the  division's  rear  battle  with  the  coordination  of 
its  parent  organization.  While  the  preceding  description  has 
emphasized  the  role  of  the  bases  and  base  clusters  in  the 
division's  rear  area  battle,  FM  90-14  notes  that  the  RAOC  is 

responsible  for  coordinating  the  security  of  all  units  in  the 
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division  rear. 

FM  90-14  identifies  three  levels  of  threat  as  a  means  of 
planning  the  rear  battle.  In  brief,  Level  I  includes  enemy 
agents,  sabotage  by  enemy  sympathizers,  and  terrorism.  Level 


3 


II 


i ncludes 


activities 


such  as  Spetsnaz 


operations 


reconnaissance  operations,  and  unconventional  missions 
conducted  by  company  size  or  smaller  parachute  and  heli borne 
-forces.  Finally,  the  Level  III  threat  encompasses  larger 
heli borne  and  airborne  operations,  amphibious  operations, 
i  nf  i  1  tr  at.  i  on  ,  and  ground  force  operations  such  as  the 
emnployment  of  forward  detachments  or  QMGs.  FM  70  14 


correctly  points  out,  however,  that  these  activities  may  not 
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be  related  or  may  not  occur  in  any  specific  order. 

Current  doctrine  envisions  that  the  combat  support  and 
combat  service  support  units  in  the  base  and  base  clusters 
will  be  able  to  handle  the  Level  I  threat.  The  MPs  may  be 
required  to  assist  these  units  in  dealing  with  the  Level  IT 
threat  and  will  usually  be  the  initial  response  force  for 


Level  III  threats.  A  TCF  will  normally  be  required  to 


complete  the  elimination  of  a  Level  III  threat.  Additionally, 

the  division  commander  could  also  employ  indirect  fires,  his 

reserves,  or  a  TCF  given  to  him  from  his  higher  headquarters. 

The  operational  plan  to  include  necessary  logistical  support. 

will  be  provided  by  the  RAOC.  A  BOLT  team  in  the  area  under 

attack  will  be  placed  OPCON  t_o  the  TCF.  The  base  commander 

and  MPs  will  retain  control  of  the  battle  until  the  TCF 

arrives  and  tells  the  RAOC  if  is  prepared  to  assume  the 

mission.  During  i ts  commitment,  the  TCF  will  be  "placed  under 

the  OPCON  of  the  RB  officer...  and  will  report  to  the  RAOC  as 

4F. 

the  command  and  control  element  tor  the  rear  battle." 

The  doctrinal  description  of  the  division’s  rear  battle 
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command  and  control  system  presented  here  has  included  only 
those  players  who  are  viewed  as  key.  FM  90-14  emphasizes 
that  the  RAO C  must  also  coordinate  with  other  members  of  the 
division  staff  including  the  G2,  provost  marshal  1 ,  division 
I ransportation  officer,  05,  signal  officer,  assistant  division 
aviation  officer,  air  defense  commanders,  and  the  division 
chemical  officer.  Additionally,  this  review  of  divisional 
rear  battle  doctrine  has  emphasized  those  particular 
procedures  which  are,  again,  central  to  command  and  control. 
It  is  acknowledged  that  the  JPB  process,  along  with  the 
communications  network,  and  the  detection  effort  are  critical 
aspects  of  rear  area  security.  However,  these  procedures, 
along  with  the  internal  operations  of  bases  and  base  clusters 
and  the  internal  operations  of  the  RAOC  are  not  discussed, 
first  for  reasons  of  brevity,  and  second  since  there  does  not 
appear  to  be  anything  substantively  wrong  with  them. 

Based  on  a  review  of  our  current  doctrine,  it  appears  that 
we  are  trying  to  establish  a  high  degree  of  organi zati onal  and 
procedural  sophistication  as  a  means  of  ensuring  the  security 
of  division  rear  operations.  The  implied  notion  that  greater- 
doctrinal  sophistication  will  result  in  a  more  successful 
division  rear  battle  appears  questionable  in  light  of  the 
World  War  II  armored  division  experience.  This  and  related 
issues  are  areas  which  are  examined  in  greater  depth  in  the 
following  section. 

V.  Analysis 

The  historical  overview  presented  earlier  illustrated  how 
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the  World  War  II  armored  division  successfully  applied  unity 
of  effort,  embodied  in  the  principles  of  the  objective,  unity 
of  command,  and  simplicity  in  its  rear  area  security  effort. 
However,  our  current  doctrine  for  the  command  and  control  of 
the  rear  battle  appears  to  be  lacking  this  very  principle. 

Prior  to  conducting  a  comparative  analysis  of  past  and 
present  rear  area  security  doctrine,  an  important  point,  needs 
to  be?  made.  It  is  not  this  paper's  intention  to  suggest  that 
unity  of  effort  and  its  associated  pri  nciples  of  the 
objective,  unity  of  command,  and  simplicity  should  be  viewed 
as  inviolable  absolutes.  History  is  full  of  examples  where 
success  on  the  battlefield  was,  in  fact,  assured  by  violating 
one  or  several  principles  of  war.  However,  history  also 
teaches  us  that  these  principles  have  provided  effective 
guides  for  action  and  a  relatively  stable  structure  for  the 
development.  and  subsequent  analysis  of  theory  arid  doctrine. 
As  such,  a  lack  of  unity  of  effort  in  our  present  rear 
battle  doctrine  should  be  regarded  more  as  a  symptom  of 
greater  substantive  problems  which  are  elaborated  on  under  the 
specific  headings  of  the  objective,  unity  of  command,  and 
s  i.  mp  1  i  c  i  t  y . 

At  the  heart  of  unity  of  effort  is  the  objective.  This 
provides  a  focus  to  the  effort.  While  current  doctrine  notes 
that  the  emphasis  of  the  rear  battle  should  be  on  the 
protection  of  key  units,  facilities,  and  locations  in  the 
rear;  FM  90-14  appears  to  contradict  this  by  viewing  the 
division  rear  almost  as  a  homogeneous  entity  for  purposes  of 
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security-  This  is  manifested  in  the  emphac  •  •  our  do  l  i 
places  on  terrain  management.  In  fact,  the  geographical  re, 

between  the  brigade  and  division  rear  boundaries  al  most  «*•  on¬ 
to  be  regarded  as  an  end  in  it'  el  f  r  ather  .  -..t ••  -  .* 

useful  control  measure.  1  hi  s  is  in  i.ioi-led  cdii1  r  ■  to  tlu  'it 
of  the  rear  area  adopted  by  the  World  War  IT  armored 
di vi si ons. 

The  6th  and  7th  Armored  Divisions  did  not  orient  on  the 
security  of  the  rear  area  as  a  whole;  their  effort  actual  tv 
focused  on  the  security  of  key  un 1 ts  in  the  rear  area  such  as 
the  trains,  key  facilities  such  as  the  DSCP  and  forward  supply 
dumps,  and  key  locations  such  as  the  MSR  or  a  key  road 
network.  The  division  rear  area  was  simply  viewed  as  that 
portion  of  the  overall  division  area  in  which  the  majority  of 
(he  division's  combat  support,  and  combat  service  support, 
activities  were  accompl  i  shed This  focus  of  effort  on  key 
units,  facilities,  and  locations  in  the  rear  area  rather  than 
the  rear  area  itself  illustrated  an  understand! ng  and 
adherence  to  the  principle  of  the  objective. 

Current  doctrine,  as  suggested  earlier,  appears  to  take  a 
much  more  geographical  approach  towards  rear  area  security. 
This  may  in  part,  stem  from  an  overemphasis  on  the  geographical 
aspects  of  rear  operations.  In  particular,  this  appears  to 
have  caused  some  confusion  regarding  the  four  major  activities 
comprising  rear  operations  -  command  and  control,  long  range 
fires,  reserves,  and  combat  support.  While  these  activities 
are  normally  located  in  the  rear  area,  they  are  actually 
being  conducted  to  support  close  and  deep  operations.  Yet,  FM 


90-14  seems  to  suggest  that  the  collective  measures  in  the 
division's  rear  which  are  adopted  to  secure  these  activities 
and  to  ensure  their  freedom  of  action  ought  to  be  considered 


as  a  separate  issue  under  the  heading  of  rear  battle. 

These  same  four  activities  were  also  a  part  of  rear 
operations  for  the  World  War  II  armored  division.  Granted, 
the  activities  themselves  have  achieved  a  level  of 
sophistication  today  which  is  arguably  an  order  of  magnitude 
greater  than  in  World  War  II.  In  fact,  it  was  this  very 
growth  in  size  and  complexity  which  led  to  the  replacement  of 
the  division  trains  with  what  is  now  the  DISCUM. 
Nevertheless,  the  difficulties  associated  with  integrating 
these  activities  into  the  division's  tactical  operations  on  a 
fluid  and  nonlinear  battlefield  and  securing  them  from  a  very 
formidable  enemy  rear  area  threat  were,  as  seen  in  the  two 
historical  examples  presented  earlier,  considerable.  Yet,  no 
apparent  need  was  felt  to  develop  either  specific  doctrine  or 
a  unique  command  and  control  system  for  the  conduct  of 
security  operations  in  the  division's  rear.  Security 
considerations  in  the  division's  rear  were  identical,  in 
principle,  to  security  considerations  anywhere  else  in  the 
division.  Specifically,  security  was  viewed  as  a  command 
responsibility  from  fhe  division  commander  down  through  all 
his  subordinate  units.  And  it  was  coordinated  through  the 
normal  command  channels.  There  was  no  dual  chain  of  command 
or  additional  channels  of  coordination  for  security  in  the 
rear  area  since  it  was  based  on  command  relationships,  not 


geographical  or  technical  ones.  This  conformed  to  t  lie- 
principle  of  unity  of  command. 

Present  rear  battle  command  and  control  doctrine  seems  t< 
violate  this  principle  as  well.  The  rear  battle  officer  a-., 
the  division  commander's  representative,  is  given  the 
responsibility  for  integrating  the  overall  security  effort.  in 
the  division's  rear  area.  However,  the  actual  command  and 
associated  responsibility  for  ensuring  that  units  in  the  rear 
area  accomplish  their  primary  missions  lies,  as  it  should, 
with  the  parent  commander  whether  he  is  a  headquarter*-, 
commandant,  an  artillery  battalion  commander,  or  a  DISCGM 
commander .  Further,  while  our  current  doctrine  emphasises 
that  a  unit  is  responsible  for  its  own  security;  the  proposed 
role  of  the  rear  battle  officer  seems  to  confuse  the  issue  by 
introducing  an  artificial  layer  into  the  command  structure. 
This  lack  of  unity  of  command  is  particularly  apparent  when 
the  dual  tactical  and  technical  chain  of  command  in  the  rear 
area  is  examined  (see  Appendix  D) . 

Even  in  a  static  tactical  situation,  the  ability  to 
effectively  integrate  security  in  the  division's  rear  area 
across  the  wide  range  of  organisational  and  functional 
boundaries  would  be  difficult.  We  know,  however,  that  the 
future  European  battlefield  will  be  anything  but  static. 
Additionally,  we  must  divorce  ourselves  from  the  notion  of 
"the  rear  battle".  A  more  realistic:  view  is  one  where  a 
division  finds  itself  simultaneously  facing  a  whole  series  of 
rear  area  threats  with  individual  agents  attacl  <.  ng  the  DISCOM, 
while  heli borne  units  seize  a  defile  in  the  rear,  and  a  major 
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penetration  threatens  the  division's  -tire  support  or  the 
reserve's  counter attack  route.  This  fluid  and  confusing 
tactical  situation,  coupled  with  the  many  disparate  rear  area 
activities,  does  not  lend  itself  to  the  kind  of  centralized 
control  offered  in  our  current  rear  battle  doctrine.  Our  rear 
battle  doctrine  implies  that  by  emphasizing  control  and 
coordination  at.  the  expense  of  command,  manifested  in  the 
confusing  and  duplicative  relationship  between  the  rear  battle 
officer,  the  RAOC,  base/base  cluster  commanders,  and  the  03 
(to  name  a  few) ,  stability  can  be  established  in  what  is  an 
inherently  unstable  situation. 

Interestingly,  the  rear  battle  is  the  only  area  of  the 
Airland  Battle  where  we  have  found  it  necessary  to  doctrinal ly 
specify  a  subordinate  representati ve  for  the  division 
commander  who  is,  in  a  sense,  outside  the  normal  division 
command  structure.  The  execution  of  close  and  deep  operations, 
which  also  involves  the  integration  of  a  wide  range  of 
activities  in  a  multi-functional  and  mul t i -or gani zat i anal 
effort,  is  done  by  giving  specific  missions  to  commanders 
along  with  the?  resources  they  need  to  carry  their  missions 
out.  This  same  procedure?  needs  to  be  adopted  in  the 
division's  rear  as  well,  primarily  for  security,  but  also  to 
allow  rear  area  elements  to  more  effectively  perform  other 
tactical  missions  such  as  securing  an  MSR  or  guarding  a  choke 
point  when  required.  Indeed,  the  World  War  II  ar mured 
division  did  not  find  it  necessary  to  specify  a  subordinate 
representative  in  the  rear ,  rather  ,  unity  of  command  was 


maintained  by  using  someone  who  was  already  in  the  division's 
normal  command  structure,  the  division  trains  commander  . 

While  he  coordinated  extensively  with  the  G3  and  04 
regarding  the  movement  and  location  of  the  trains  elements; 
the  actual  command  and  control  of  the  trains,  including  the 
inherent  command  responsibility  of  security,  was  exercised  by 
the  trains  commander.  The  hodgepodge  of  units  and  their 
associated  disparate  missions  was  apparently  not  considered  a 
legitimate  excuse  for  violating  the  principle  of  unity  of 
command.  And,  as  noted  earlier,  not  only  was  the  security  of 
the  division's  rear  elements  assured,  but  when  the  tactical 
situation  required  it,  the  rear  elements  were  also  able  to 
per  form  certain  tactical  missions  as  well  (albeit  at  the 
expense  of  diminishing  their  ability  to  execute  their  primary 
missions).  Unity  of  command  in  the  rear  was  accomplished  not 
only  by  using  an  existing  command  structure,  but  also  by 
assigning  or  attaching  all  other  divisional  units  to  the 
I  rains  commander  which  were  not.  assigned  or  attached  to  the 
combat.  or  reserve  commands  or  directly  subordinate  to  the 
division.  In  addition  to  supporting  the  forward  units,  as  a 
tactical  commander ,  the  trains  commander  was  also  in  a 
position  to  execute  any  additional  stated  or  implied  missions 
when  the  tactical  situation  required  it.  The  same  cannot  be 
said  regarding  the  role  envisioned  for  the  rear  battle 
of f i cer . 

An  ex ami nat i on  of  the  proposed  role  for  the  rear  battle 
nl ft cer  suggests  someone  who  is  much  more  a  landlord  than  a 


i  nmmander. 


The  largely  semantical  objection  that  the  division 


commander  is  the  true  division  rear  battle?  commander  misses 
the  point.  The  issue  is  not  titles,  but.  responsibility  and 
the  associated  authority  that  comes,  with  it.  The  crux  of  the 
problem  is  that  the  rear  battle  officer,  in  point  of  fact., 
commands  nothing,  either  in  the  way  of  forces  (with  the 
possible  exception  of  a  TCF)  or  equally  important.,  in  the  way 
of  a  headquarters  and  staff  element.  Hence,  his  role  is  more 
a  controller  than  a  commander.  This  suggests  a  lack  of 
command  as  much  as  a  lack  of  unity  of  command.  In  fact,  it 
is  the  control  as  opposed  to  the  command  of  the  rear  battle 
which  appears  to  be  the  focus  in  our  proposed  rear  battle 
command  and  control  doctrine. 

This  is  most  apparent  by  noting  that  the  RAOC  and  not  the 
rear  battle  officer  is  viewed  as  the  focal  point  of  the 
division's  rear  battle.  Although  the  RAOC  is  OPCQIM  to  the  rear 
battle  officer,  it  recieves  its  taskings,  as  the  division 
rear's  tactical  CP,  from  the  S3.  Setting  aside  the  issue  of 
whether  the  RAOC  will  even  arrive  in  the  division  prior  to  the 
outbreak  of  hostilities,  there  is  something  fundamentally 
wrong  with  a  staff  function  which,  by  all  appearances,  is 
shared  by  the  G3  and  the  rear  battle  officer.  Again,  there  is 
no  RAOC  equivalent  staff  for  close  and  deep  operations, 
rather,  control  is  exercised  through  the  existing  commanders 
and  their  staffs.  Why  should  the  rear  battle  be  an  exception':' 
Using  the  RAOC  as  a  focal  point  of  the  rear  battle  is  only  a 
symptom  of  a  greater  problem  alluded  to  earlier. 
Specifically,  control  can  never  be  a  substitute  for  command. 


Not  only  does  this  violate  the  principle  of  unity  of  command, 
hut  it.  invariably  results  in  a  reduction  in  simplicity. 

Simplicity,  the  third  element  in  unity  of  effort,  was  also 
present  in  the  rear  battle  command  and  control  a'f.tem  a  f  1  <  d 
by  the  World  War  II  armored  division.  By  h. .  ;  .  •(  his  of 

headquarters  company  and  staff,  the  trains  commander  was  able 
to  develop  habitual  relationships  and  procedures  for  the 
command  and  control  in  the  rear  area.  Additionally,  the  use 
of  the  DSCP  provided  a  simple,  but  effective  means  of 
integrating  the  technical  and  tactical  aspects  of  rear  ar  -a 
operations.  Finally,  by  making  one  commander  responsible  for 
positioning,  movement,  and  security  of  those  division  elements 
in  the  rear  area  which  were  not  assigned  or  attached  to  the 
other  commands  or  under  division  control ,  the  need  for 
extensive  coordination  across  organizational  and  functional 
boundaries  was  reduced.  This  emphasis  on  command  rather  than 
control  helped  achieve  simplicity  in  the  command  and  control 
of  the  rear  area  security  effort. 

As  is  the  case  with  the  objective  and  unity  of  effort, 
simplicity  is  missing  from  current  rear  battle  command  and 
control  doctrine.  Many  of  the  problems  addressed  earlier 
regarding  the  objective  and  unity  of  command  also  violate  the 
principle  of  simplicity.  These  inlcude  the  increased 
coordination  across  orqani zational  and  functional  boundaries 
for  positioning,  movement,  and  security,  the  emphasis  on 
control  rather  than  command,  and  the  lack  of  an  organic 
headquarters  and  staff  for  the  rear  battle  officer.  In 
addition,  there  seems  to  be  a  significant  amount  of  command 


and  staff  duplication  which  could  be  eliminated  by  combining 
some  of  the  staff  functions  and  eliminating  some  of  the  dual 
command  chains  in  the  rear  battle  command  and  control 
structure. 

VI.  Conclusions 

Soviet  doctrine  emphasizes  the  need  to  employ  sizeable 
conventional  and  unconventional  forces  in  the  enemy's  rear  as 
a  means  of  disrupting  the  enemy's  operations  in  depth.  This, 
coupled  with  the?  fluid  and  nonlinear  nature  of  a  future  war  in 
Europe  is  a  cause  for  concern  regarding  the  ability  of  units 
in  the  division  rear  to  perform  their  primary  mission. 
Critical  units,  activities,  and  locations  in  the  rear  must  be 
secure  to  ensure  conti nous  forward  support  and  to  maintain  the 
command's  freedom  of  action  to  conduct  close  and  deep 
operations.  Essential  t:o  this  effort  is  a  simple  but 
effective  command  and  control  system  for  security  in  the  rear 
area. 

History  has  demonstrated  that  a  key  ingredient  for- 
providing  security  in  the  rear  area  is  unity  of  effort.  By 
applying  unity  of  effort  in  their  rear  area  security 
operations,  the  6t.h  and  7th  Armored  Divisions  were  able  to 
assure  themselves  of  effective  forward  support  and  freedom  of 
action  in  the  face  of  formidable  enemy  threats  to  their  rear. 
Unfortunately,  while  our  present  rear  battle  doctrine  espouses 
the  need  for  unity  of  effort  as  one  of  its  three  rear  battle 
principles,  it  appears  to  be  lacking  this  very  principle. 


US  rear  battle  command  and  control  doctrine  must  reorient 
its  thinking  on  the  rear  battle.  The  security  of  key  units, 
facilities,  and  locations  in  the  rear  area  which  are  essential 
to  the  accompl  i  shment.  of  the  division's  mission  should  be  the 
focus  of  rear  area  security,  not  the  security  of  the  rear  area 
as  a  whole.  Attempting  to  integrate  the  division's  rear 
security  efforts  across  organisational  and  functional 
boundaries  appear s  at  best  to  be  unrealistic  and  at  worst  may 
undermine  the  ability  of  these  various  units  to  accomplish 
their  primary  missions.  What  is  required  is  a  simple  system 
which  is  based  on  command  and  not  control  in  the  division 
rear . 

Security  has  been  and  must  continue  to  be  a  command 
responsibility.  Yet,  the  emphasis  on  control  rather  than 
command,  as  evidenced  by  the  confusing  and  redundant 
relationships  in  our  current  rear  battle  doctrine,  violates 
this.  US  rear  battle  doctrine  must  restore  the  primacy  of 
command  to  the  rear  battle  command  and  control  system.  What 
is  required  is  a  rear  brigade  equivalent  commander  (for  lack 
of  an  adequate  title).  Consistent  with  the  emphasis  on 
command,  those  units  in  the  rear  area  not  assigned  or  attached 
to  one  of  the  four  manuever  brigades  or  directly  under 
division  control  should  be  assigned  or  attached  to  this 
commander.  This  would  fix  responsibility  for  positioning, 
movement,  and  security  where  it  belongs -with  a  single 
commander.  Other  elements  in  the  rear  such  as  reserves  and 
artillery  would  continue  to  be  responsible  for  their  own 
security,  but  would  effect  coordination  with  the  rear  brigade 


commander.  Additionally,  the  inherent  missions  at 
surveillance,  reconnaissance,  and  detection  ,  along  with  the 
execution  of  other  missions  in  the  division's  rear  area  such 
as  securing  MSRs,  key  terrain,  or  facilities  could  also  be? 
given  to  this  commander.  Thus,  the  focus  of  the  rear  brigade 
commander  would  be  on  the  security  of  his  assigned  and 
attached  units  and  the  execution  of  those  additional  tactical 
missions  in  the  division  rear  which  he  was  assigned,  not  the 
rear  area  as  a  whole.  This  would  of  course  require  that 
additional  combat  and/or  combat  support  units  be  attached  or 
placed  OPCON  (or  be  given  the  appropriate  support 
relationship)  to  the  rear  brigade  commander.  Further,  the 
rear  brigade  commander  would  have  to  be  provided  with  his  own 
headquarters  and  staff.  As  a  result  of  this  reorganization, 
it  is  envisioned  that  many  of  the  duplicative  staff  and 
command  functions  which  currently  seem  to  exist  would  be 
el iminated. 

It  seems  probable  that  since  his  organization  would 
consist.  largely  of  logistical  units,  the  rear  brigade 
commander  would  be  a  key  division  logistics  operator.  At  the 
same  time,  again  assuming  he  was  provided  with  adequate 
resources,  he  would  also  play  a  critical  tactical  role  in  the 
rear  area  based  on  the  division's  overall  mission.  This 
appears  increasingly  likely  given  the  nature  of  the  threat  and 
the  anticipated  fluid  and  nonlinear  character  of  the  future 
Air Land  Battlefield. 

It  may  appear  to  the  reader  that  this  paper  is  making  a 


ca* se  for  the  DISCOM  commander  or  for  that  matter,  the  ADC — B  to 


assume  the  role  of  the  rear  brigade  commander.  This  is  not 


the  case. 


It  is  not  the  intent  of  this  paper  to  specify 


either  by  name,  title,  or  rank,  who  the  rear  brigade 
f ommander  should  be  or  what  his  headquarters  and  staff  element 
ought  to  consist  of.  These  issues  involve  both  questions  of 
doctrine  and  force  structure  and  are  beyond  the  scope  of  this 
paper.  Rather,  the  intent  of  this  paper  has  been  to  identify 
what  is  perceived  to  be  a  significant  deficiency  in  our 
current  division  rear  battle  command  and  control  doctrine. 

The  need  to  support  close  and  deep  operations  and  maintain 
the  command '5  freedom  of  action,  coupled  with  the  formidable 
Soviet  rear  area  threat  and  the  rapid  and  nonlinear  nature  of 
future  war,  pose  a  significant  challenge.  In  light  of  this, 
what  is  needed  is  an  effective  command  and  control  doctrine 
for  rear  area  security  which  does  not  add  to  this  complexity. 
Adding  an  additional  layer  of  command  and  control  does  just 
the  opposite.  The  apparent  attempt  of  our  rear  battle 
doctrine  to  centralize  the  division's  rear  area  security 
effort  across  organi rati onal  amd  functional  boundaries  in  the 
face  of  what  will  probably  be  a  very  decentralized  and 
disjointed  rear  battle  is  not  realistic.  The  experiences  of 
the  6t;h  and  7th  Armored  Divisions  in  World  War  II  demonstrated 
that  the  key  to  rear  area  security  is  a  simple  system  which 
relies  on  command  and  not  control.  We  need  to  go  back  to  the 
basics  with  our  current  rear  battle  command  and  control 
doc  tr i ne. 
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APPENDIX  A 

The  6th  Armored  Division  in  the  Exploitation 
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Source:  Brame,  LTC  Wayne  et  al .  "Super  Sixth  in  Exploitation 
(an  unpublished  student  research  report).  The  Armored  School 
Fort  Knox.  KY. .  1949. 
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The  7th  Armored  Division  in  the  Defense  of  ST.  Vith 


Sources  Research  and  Evaluation  Division.  "The  Defense  of  ST 
Vith  Belgium  17-23  Dec  1944".  The  Armored  School.  Fort  Kno:; 


APPENDIX  C 

Division  Rear  Area  Tactical  and  Technical  Chains  of  Command 


Tactical  Chain  of  Command: 


XX  Rear  Battle 

- 1  Officer 

DC 


BASE 

CLUSTERS 


j  MP  |  |  ENGR  SPO 


—  —  — .  Coordination 


Technical  Chain  of  Command: 


DIVISION 

COMMANDER 


DISCOM 

COMMANDER 


cs 

UNITS 


CSS 

UNITS 


UNITS  ASSIGNED  ON 
AREA  BASIS 


—  —  —  Coordination 


Source:  These  are  composites  from  two  sources.  One  is  FM  90 
14  Rf?j?r  PP  ■  3-2  and  3-3.  The  other  is  a  general 
officer  briefing  given  on  24  October,  19B5  at  fort 
Leavenworth,  KS.  by  Major  Mike  Grove  of  the  34th  RAOC,  low* 
National  Guard  <V  Corp '  c>  RAOC). 
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APPENDIX  D 


Combined  Tactical  and  Technical  Chain  of  Command 
in  the  Division  Rear  Area 


Coordination 


C2 


Source:  This  is  also  a  composite  from  Major  Grove's  briefing 

and  FM  90-14,  p.  3-3. 
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